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CHAPI'EF: I 
INTRODU:~TION 
Among the chief determinants of verbally communicated opinions are the 
underlying attitudes or response diSJ~sitions of the persons communica-
ting. Yet at the same time, verbally communicated responses are af-
fected by characteristics of the social situation in which they are ex-
pressed. Studies in intervievr bias (23, p.39) have tended to demon-
strate that one of the most salient Bocial variables that influence ex-
pressed opinions is the perceived opj_nion of others~ That is, opinions 
expressed in a social situation are, at the least, a function of under-
lying attitudes and perceptions of the views of those with whom one is 
in communication. Communicative behavior is as much shaped and altered 
by these perceived social facts as a more physical behavior, like walk-
ing, is influenced by the nature of the terrain. 
The expression of attitudes and opi~Lons usually occurs in a public 
setting. In this experiment, a miniature social situation was set up 
in which persons were confronted with other persons whose opinions were 
often in conflict with their own. ~1is miniature social situation is 
analogous, in some important respect:,, to the way real life situational 
factors operate to influence the expression of an attitude. 
The emphasis, in this study, is on both socio-psychological and indi-
vidual factorsj it is concerned with some of the social and individual 
:factors that affect the expression o:f attitudes. Building on past 
research, the experiment attempts to add to the study of group influence 
by examining one particular type of influence -- that of an aggregate of 
persons whose opinions become progressively known to other members of 
the aggregate. Further, based on research describing specific charac-
teristics of minority group attitudes, the study examines the amenability 
of such attitudes to change as a result of exposure to this type of group 
influence. Finally, previous researc~ on personality characteristics as-
sociated vrith high and low prejudice suggests that greater susceptibility 
to change is found among highly prejudiced persons. The study tests one 
h~~thesis stemming from this particular personality assessment. 
The investigation is focussed upen an area of practical as well as the-
oretical interest -- the expression of anti-Semitic opinions. Subjects 
represented all levels of initial att:itudes ranging from anti-Semitic to 
pro-Semitic. By experimental manipul.9.tion, they were exposed to the o-
pinions of other students at the same time that they were expressing 
their own. The views of these fellow students were, systematically, 
either pro-:-Semitic or anti-Semitic. At the same time, the number of in-
dividuals whose opinions each experimental subject was exposed to, as he 
expressed his ovm opinion, was successively increased from one to four. 
Five persons constituted the size of the experimental group at all ses-
sions. 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of the experiment was to ·compare changes in opinion ex-
pressed toward a minority group that :9.re associated with: {1) different 
2 
amounts of' inf'ormation about the opitLions of' others in a group; (2) 
different directions (pro or anti) of the group's opinions; (3) dif-
ferent levels of' the subjects' initiE~ anti-minority group attitudes; 
and (4) the inter-relationships 8Jllong these factors. 
In other words, the study was concerned with the following questions. 
Are individual opinions -- those usUEUly associated with relatively en-
during attitudes -- inf'luenced by the~ opinions of other persons in a 
group? Does the inf'luence of group ' 'Pinion change as the amount of' in-
formation about these opinions increE.ses? Does the direction of group 
opinion -- pro or anti -- influence the induction of' change in the same 
way or differently? Do persons who Cl.if'f'er considerably in initial at-
titudes toward the minority group in question respond differently or 
homogeneously to information about the group's opinions? 
Importance of the Stud;r 
Relation to "laboratory" research. Previous experimentation has 
demonstrated that knowledge of the OI,inions of other persons present 
can induce changes in non ego-related. responses, even when these "other" 
responses are controverted by fairly clear perceptual evidence (7). 
The present experiment attempts to expand these studies of the effect-
iveness of other persons' opinions in. inducing change to the area of' 
internally-anchored opinions, in this case to relatively enduring, in-
terwoven personality and attitudinal characteristics. 
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Considerable evidence has also accumulated concerning personality char-
acteristics associated with anti-minority group attitudes. However, 
most of it is the result of comparing subjects with high and low scores 
on various scales; few investigators have tested the assumption that 
persons with high or low degrees of traits associated with minority 
group attitudes will change their opi:nions in predicted directions when 
exposed to the views of others in a social situation. This experiment 
represents an attempt to test a speci.fic prediction derived from these 
correlational studies. 
Several studies on the genesis and change of anti-minority group atti~ 
tudes have stressed social communication -- contact with the opinions 
of other persons -- as the principal process by which attitudes toward 
minority groups are learned and reinforced. This study affords a brief 
glimpse of the influence of one aspect of prevailing opinion on the ex-
pression of individual opinion. 
Other investigators have viewed the expression of anti-minority group 
attitudes as related not so much to individual characteristics as to 
acceptance of the prevailing viewpoint in a social situation. Some in-
formation on the amenability of minority group attitudes to the influ-
ence of social information is provided by this study. 
Finally, the differential effectiveness of favorable and unfavorable 
group attitudes in inducing opinion change has never been experimental-
ly tested. The gross effects of exposure to pro-minority group opinion 
and to anti-minority group opinion are observed in this experiment. 
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Relation to "action-oriented" research. In addition to the labor a-
tory research described above, a number of' action-oriented studies in 
this area have been undertaken. Williams, in reviewing methods of re-
ducing inter-group tensions, has suggested: 
Fundamentally, there are only two avenues through 
which human behavior may be controlled. First, one 
may operate ~the situatio:!! within which ;people 
must act, or upon their perception of the situation, 
without attempting directly to alter their attitudes, 
sentiments or values ••• The second main avenue of 
control is through direct !:!:PPeal to the values 2!.. 
attitudes of individuals, without necessarily chang-
ing the actual or potential situation of' action in 
other respects. (38, p.17) 
He has stressed informal social communication as the most effective 
method of changing individual attitudes: 
In intergroup relations, as in many others, word-of-
mouth propaganda, especially that which appears spon-
taneous and informal, is mo:re ef'fective than visual 
or formal propaganda in influencing attitudes and be-
havior. (38, p.66) 
In listing experiments of potential v;9J..ue for increasing our knowledge 
of appropriate methods for reducing i :n.ter-group hostility, \iilliams pro-
posed one similar to the present study: 
An experiment on group infl"tlence upon individuals' 
attitudes in an educational setting. Several vari-
ations can be set up. In o:ae study design the ex-
perimental factor will be k:a,owledge of' the attitudes 
of others in the group. Tb:lls one of' two matched 
classes equated on initial attitudes might be in-
f'ormed of its own group opi;J.ion while the other might 
not be. Identical programs of instruction and exper-
ience would be followed in the two groups and the 
outcomes tested. Or, the t'llO groups might be given 
opposite evaluations of' the group opinions, e.g. 
"high and increasing prejudice" versus "little and 
decreasing prejudice". (38, p.89) 
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The apparent assumptions here are that knowledge of the opinions of oth-
er group members influences attitudes, and that the direction of influ-
ence is a function of the favorableness or unfavorableness of these oth-
er persons' attitudes. 
Other experiments, notably those of C:itron and his associates, have at-
tempted to discover methods of changing the attitudes of persons who 
witness an anti-minority group incide:nt (13). These studies assumed 
that an anti or pro minority group remark made by one individual would 
be sufficient to change the attitudes of bystanders. The amount of ob-
served attitude change induced by pro-minority group remarks varied 
from experiment; to experiment, primar:ily, it seemed, as a function of 
the content and manner of answer. lio';rever, with respect to the effect 
of anti-minority group remarks, the r ,esul ts were ambiguous: samples 
from two different cities showed exactly opposite results. Some ques-
tions left unanswered in Citron's pro,ject concern the effect of anti as 
opposed to pro minority group remarks, when manner of delivery is held 
constant; the effect of knowing the opinions of more than one person 
in the audience; and the effect on i :n.dividuals whose initial prejudice 
levels are high or low. 
Stemming in part from these action-oriented experiments, this study at-
tempts to provide further information on conditions of social influence 
and on individual characteristics that are related to the process of 
social change. It is concerned with one particular type of social 
change -- that brought about by communication from members of an ag-
gregate of relatively equal-status individuals. 
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Organization of the Dissertation 
Chapter I has described the nature ani importance of the problem under 
study. Related investigations will be reviewed in Chapter II. Chapter 
III will discuss the general theory and rationale, the hypotheses, and 
the predictions of the study. In Cha:pter IV, experimental design and 
procedures will be described. Result ::; will be presented in Chapter V 
in terms of predictions made. The final chapter will discuss these re-
sults, interpreting them according to the hypotheses tested, and will 
summarize the major conclusions. 
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CHAJTEH II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
In this chapter, literature on research.and experimentation relevant to 
the hypotheses and variables under study will be examined. The discus-
sion '\·Till first treat research on modification of expressed opinion as 
a function of the perception of grou]) opinion. Next, studies dealing 
with the influence of the amount of :~nformation received will be exam-
ined; then those concerned with the nature of the responses elicited 
will be covered. Finally, research on the modification of opinions a-
bout minority groups, and on the infJ_uence of initial prejudice levels, 
will be discussed. 
A basic orientation of the present study evolved from past research on 
the effects of certain social influences on individual behavior. \Vi th-
in this broad area, one variable that has been of continuing interest 
is the influence of the opinions of others on an individual's judgments. 
Studies of this influence have varied considerably with respect to the 
sources of opinions communicated to Bubjects, the amount of information 
given them about group opinion, and the types of responses elicited. 
Opinion Change Research -- The Influence of Perceived Group Opinion 
Early studies in this a.rea were often devoted to proving that majority, 
prestige, and expert opinions did act as factors in changing attitudes. 
In many of these studies, summarized by Dashiell in 1935 (14), sub-
jects were informed of the actual majority opinion of broad groups of 
people, such as adults in general, high sChool students, or college stu-
dents; in all of them, shifts did occur in the direction of conformity 
with majority opinion. It may be assumed that the sources of the opin-
ions communicated to the subjects were perceived as significant refer-
ence groups -- as particularly knowledgeable, or representative of lar-
ger public opinion. 
Burtt and Falkenburg (12), comparing the relative inf'luence of major-
ity and expert opinion, found no difference. Allard (3) found signi-
ficant opinion changes following exposure to the results of a national 
public opinion poll. Confronting their subjects with the opinions of a 
prestigeful group, Arnett, Davidson, and Lewis (4) also found changes 
in the expected direction. Moore (31) and Marple (29), asserting 
that certain opinions were those of a majority of the group of subjects, 
obtained similar changes. 
Sherif (35), and Lorge 
Other investigators, including Moore (31), 
(28), have convincingly demonstrated that un-
der certain conditions, subjects can be influenced to change their judg-
ments by merely attaching the name of a prestigeful author to various 
items. 
In sum, these studies seem to indicate that when opinions communicated 
to a subject are "significant" for him -- because the source is pres-
tigeful, expert, or represents majority opinion -- "pressures to uni-
formity" arise, and the subject reduces the discrepancy between his own 
opinion and the opinions communicated to him. 
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More recent studies have dealt with the influence of others in face-to-
face situations. Sherif (35) , in his well-known experiment on judg-
ments of the auto-kinetic effect, and Asch (7), in his experiments 
with comparatively unambiguous perceptual phenomena, both demonstrated 
that opinions communicated to the subject need not be represented as 
coming from important sources. Information simply obtained from other 
members of a group gathered together for an experiment has served as a 
frame of reference, influencing judgments made by the subjects. Tim-
mons (37) and Thorndike (36) found that individual attitudes changed 
in the direction of group concensus as a result of intensive discussion 
in the group. 
Other experiments have dealt with the influence of groups that were 
either natural or experimentally-created relevant reference groups for 
the individual. Gordon (19) found that individuals tended to modify 
their opinions in the direction of the perceived judgments of other mem-
bers of a co-op when expressing their opinions before these members. 
Festinger and his associates (17) demonstrated that the degree of con-
formity to group opinion is a function of the attractiveness of the 
group, or of the goal toward 1vhich the group is moving. 
In summary, these studies show that information communicated to subjects 
from a variety of sources has been successful, under specified condi-
tions, in changing individual opinions in the direction of the sources' 
opinions. 
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O_:pinion Change Research -- The Influence of Different 
Amounts of Information About Group Opinion 
Amount of information is here defined as a combination of two factors: 
first, the number of exposures to opinions of other group members; and 
second, the perceived degree of uniformity of these opinions. Members 
of a discussion group who are not initially familiar with each other's 
views usually perceive those views with increased clarity as the discus-
sion continues. 
Thorndike (36), studying the influence of majorities in small discus-
sion groups, noted that a subject's tendency to change his opinion was 
a function of the size of the group holding the majority opinion. In 
Asch's studies (7) of the effectiveness of various sizes of unanimous 
majorit ies, where the judgment of each group member and the degree of 
uniformity of these judgments were both clearly evident to the experi-
ment al subjects, the maximum influence of majority opinion appeared 
with majorities of three or more. 
In less structured situations, according to relevant studies conducted 
by Festinger and associates (16; 17), individual conformity varied 
with the subject's opportunity to observe each group member's expression 
of attitude and to discover the degree of uniformity of these expressed 
opinions. 
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Opinion Change Research -- The Nature of Responses Elicited 
Few systematic investigations have tried to relate the source of commu-
nica.ted opinions to the nature of the response elicited . Asch, Lewis, 
and others (5;6;26) challenged the assertion that the communication 
elicits a change in response. In a series of articles, they indicated 
that changed responses to a slogan, as a function of labelling it with 
a prestige name, were not due solely to suggestibility or unthinking 
conformity, but resulted from changed interpretations of the stimulus 
material. They suggest that attaching a prestigeful name to a slogan 
may have the effect of changing its meaning from the one subjects pre-
viously held. 
An examination of the kinds of attitudes and judgments elicited in most 
experiments suggests that non-ego-related responses were deliberately 
chosen in order to maximize the effects of the independent variables. 
Considerably diminished effects have been obtained in studies using ego-
related materials. Arnett, Davidson, and Lewis ( 4) found, for exam-
ple, that prestige opinions were more effective in modifying "interne-
tional" attitudes than in influencing those related to "vested interests". 
Some theoretical work by· Festinger {17) suggests that the modifiabili-
ty of ap attitude may be a function not only of its relationship to oth-
er characteristics of the individual, but also of its degree of anchor-
age in group opinion. The type of attitude that depends on group opin-
\ 
ion, and is presumably more susceptible to modification as a result of 
changing group opinion, has been described by Festinger as follows: 
Upon what does the subjective validity of this belief 
depend? It depends to a large degree on whether or 
not other people share his opinion and feel the same 
vray he does. If there are other people around him 
who believe the same thing, then his opinion is, to 
him, valid. If there are not others who believe the 
same thing, then his opinion is, in the same: sense, 
not valid. Thus where the dependence on :physical re-
ality is low the dependence upon social reality is 
correspondingly high. An opinion, a belief, an atti-
ud , II II II • dll II II t e ~s correct , val~ , and proper to the same 
extent that it is anchored in a group of people with 
similar beliefs, opinions, and attitudes. (17, p.5) 
Opinion Change ResearCh -- The Modification 
of Opinions About Minority Groups 
A primary concern of this study is the modifiability of opinions about 
a minority group as a fun~tion of exposure to the opinions of other 
group members. Previous researCh has suggested that the genesis and so-
cial support of such attitudes renders them particularly susceptible to 
modification when expressed in a public situation: they are developed 
in the process of social communication, and their anchorage depends 
partly upon the continued agreement of other persons about their 
rectness". 
II 
cor-
One of the first investigators to state that minority group attitudes 
develop on the basis of second-hand experience -- contact with the ma-
jority group's beliefs and attitudes -- rather than on the basis of 
first-hand experience, was Lasker (25). He concluded that children's 
racial attitudes were due primarily to the absorption of adult atti-
tudes, and further, found that the circumstances of contact between 
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children of different racial groups were strongly conditioned by adults, 
especially those of the majority group. 
In a later study, Horowitz (22) reaChed substantially the same conclu-
sian -- that attitudes toward the Negro develop primarily through con-
tact with prevalent attitudes toward the Negro. He also found that ob-
servational experience contact with popular Negro Children -- made 
very little difference in general attitude toward the Negro. Murphy 
and Likert (32) further documented this finding, concluding that con-
tact with prevailing opinion, rather than physical or social contact 
with the minority group, led to the development of attitudes. 
In general, these studies indicate that contact with prevailing opinion 
is the major determinant both of attitudes toward minority groups and 
of interpretations of direct experience with minority group members. 
The influence of social groups on the expression of anti-Semitic opin-
ions has been described by the authors of fhe Authoritarian Personalit y 
as follows: 
The authors, in common with most social scientists, 
hold the viei.; that anti-Semitism is based more large-
ly upon factors in the subject and in his total situ-
ation than upon actual characteristics of Jews ••• 
There is reason to believe that individuals, out of 
their need to conform and to belong and to believe, 
and through such devices as imitation and condition-
ing often take over more or less ready-made the opin-
ions, attitudes, and values that are characteristic 
of the groups in which they have membership. To the 
extent that the ideas which prevail in such a group 
are implicitly or explicitly anti-democratic, the 
individual group member might be expected to be re-
ceptive to propaganda having the same general di-
rection. (2, pp.2,9) 
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Ackerman and Jahoda, who interviewed social workers and psychoanalysts 
and asked them to describe the anti-Semitic attitudes of their clients, 
offered a similar hypothesis: 
Social pressures are to a large extent responsible 
for shaping the manifestations of anti-Semitic atti-
tudes ••• The tendency to act out anti-Semitism is re-
lated less to individual motivation than to the ac-
cepted norms in a particular group ••• Anti -Semitic 
action is dependent on group pressures. Where anti-
Semitic pressures are of a compelling nature, they 
may even involve individuals who have no conscious 
hostility against the Jews •• • A shift in the cultural 
climate or a shift py one individual from one cul-
tural sub-group to another, may suffice to move a 
person with anti -Semitic attitudes from one category 
to another, from 11polite" to violent anti-Semitism. 
(1, p.67) 
Bettelheim and Janowitz (10) reached a similar conclusion: 11 In ethnic 
attitudes, the men follovred the prevailing prejudices of their group" . 
Opinion Change Research -- The Influence of Initial Prejudice Level 
Few studies have attempted to relate changes in the expression of atti-
tudes toward a minority group to subjects' initial attitudes toward the 
group. Bettelheim and Janowitz carried out a small-scale pilot study in 
this area (11), as part of a larger study of returned veterans (10). 
Thirty-three males, mainly "lower middle class, white Gentiles" in Chi-
cago, were selected from the larger sample and split into three groups 
II t1 fl dll d II k II tolerant , stereotype , an outspo en and intensely intolerant 
on the basis of their attitudes toward Jews. 
Propaganda booklets mailed to all of the subjects contained two articles. 
One attacked the Jews directly as dangerous and vicious competitors, and 
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urged absolute restrictions against further immigration; the other at -
tacked the Jews indirectly, all eging their domination of the Government. 
After two weeks, the 33 subjects were interviewed to find out what re -
actions occurred after exposure to the booklets and to uncover relation-
ships between reactions to propaganda and previous ethnic attitudes. In 
general, tolerant subjects disapproved of the propaganda and intolerant 
subjects approved of it, although in both groups there were some who 
felt the opposite way. No relationship between the effectiveness of 
the propaganda and different degrees of tolerance was demonstrated. 
The relationship between initial attitude and susceptibility to attit ude 
change was also investigated by Mussen (33); in this case, the desired 
change was in the opposite direction from that of Bettelheim and Jano-
witz. Mussen worked in an inter -racial summer camp whose non- segrega-
tion policy was intended to break down anti-Negro prejudice. The study 
he conducted there indicated that the group as a whole did not change 
its attitude as a result of intimate contact during the camp stay. Mus-
sen did find, however, that responses to the inter-racial experience 
were related to personality data: boys who had increased in prejudice 
revealed great needs to defy authority and express strong hostile feel-
ings, and were more dissatisfied ~nth the camp situation itself and with 
their fellow campers; those who had decreased in prejudice were marked 
by feelings of security and good adjustment with parents. 
These several studies seem to indicate that opinion changes which follow 
exposure to propaganda, or to other social influences designed to induce 
p±o or anti minority group attitudes, are a function of personal 
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tendencies related to high and low prejudice scores. On the basis of 
their data on clients of psychoanalysts and social workers, Ackerman 
and Jahoda (1) had suggested that persons high in prejudice depend on 
the external world for props in an attempt to achieve stability, and 
thus depend on social norms to steer their behavior. Similar state-
ments, describing the "other-oriented" tendencies of the high scorer on 
the prejudice scale, are made in ~Authoritarian Personality: 
He [the low scorer] struggles for the establishment 
of inner harmony and self-actualization, whereas the 
high scorer is concentrated on an effort to adjust 
to the outside world and to gain power and success 
vrithin it. (2, p.475) 
The lmf scorer is further characterized as able to express criticism 
and resentment openly, in contrast to the high scorer's repression of 
aggressive impulses. All of these studies, culminating in the now fam-
ous Authoritarian Personality study, revealed that high and low scorers 
on prejudice scales differ considerably in associated personality char-
acteristics. 
Hartley and Hartley (21, pp.710-740) have summarized most of the lit-
erature on personality traits related to high and low prejudice. In 
general, the following characteristics have been associated with high 
prejudice: (1) a high degree of concern about conventional moral stand-
ards, and a tendency to project deviations onto outgroups; (2) cogni-
tive restrictions; (3) diffuse anxiety and passive-dependent tendencies; 
(4) repression of sexual and aggressive impulses in everyday interperson-
al relationships; and (5) a marked tendency to focus aggression on re-
mote external objects. 
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In contrast, the low-prejudice individual has been characterized as: 
(1) intra punitive; (2) more creative and imaginative; (3) spontane-
ous; (4) congenially oriented to other people; (5) flexible; and 
(6) love rather than power-oriented. 
18 
I 
CHAPI'ER III 
RATIONALE AND HYFoTHESEB 
In this chapter, the general theory and rational of the study, and the 
hypotheses and predictions made, will be discussed. 
Rationale 
Differences frequently have been observed between the attitudes of an 
individual a.nd the opinions he expresses under various circumstances. 
These differences may be explained in terms of certain relationships be-
tvreen these attitudes and the personality and social variables operating 
in a particular situation. Following current practice, "attitude" is 
viewed here as an intervening variable, "opinion" as the overt response. 
The opinion about a social group expressed at any specified time by an 
i ndividual may be a function of the congruence of his underlying atti-
tude -vrith the perceived characteristics of that group, with his own per-
sonal characteristics, or with the opinions of other persons. Each of 
these variables influences his underlying attitudes, and helps determine 
the responses ultimately evoked. Thus he expresses different opinions 
at different times depending on what his own feelings are, with whom he 
is talking, or 1,1hat evidence he feels he has that supports his opinions. 
Attitudes toward many concepts, social groups, and social objects are 
learned through social communication; the attitudes and opinions of 
peers, elders, social groups, propagandists, and others are continuously 
being connnunicated to an individual. Presumably due to the reinforcing 
effect of having learned these attitudes and opinions, the sources from 
1-rhich they came continue to serve as :fl,rames of reference for making fur-
ther judgments. These sources may be groups or social classes, single 
individuals, or even imaginary persons. The present study is concerned 
primarily with the influence of perceived group opinion on the expres-
sion of individual opinion, and vrith the personality factors that lead 
to the differential weighting of other persons' opinions in determining 
individual opinion. 
Many factors influence the extent ,to which a person accepts and conforms 
to group opinion. One is the dependence of the related attitude upon 
11 social reality". P~though the degree of dependence may vary among dif-
ferent individuals, many attitudes can be characterized by their general 
dependence for support on the agreement of others. The literature re-
viewed on attitudes towexd minority groups suggests that suCh attitudes 
are highly dependent upon this kind of sociaJ. support. 
A second factor is the source of opinions communicated to the subject. 
Previous experimentation ~~th group influence suggests that in order to 
be influential groups must be perceived as expert, prestigeful, repre-
sentative of larger public opinion, or in some way as a significant re-
ference group for the individual. In the case of face-to-face interact-
ing groups, experimentalists create special group properties -- attract-
iveness of the group, relevance of the item to group ftmctioning, and 
other characteristics -- that exert considerable pressure tmrard conformity 
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on the individual or develop within him strong motivations to conform. 
There is also another possibility -- groups comprised of a random aggre-
gate of relatively equal status individuals assembled for the purp::>ses 
of an experiment. The assumption here, to be explained more fully be-
low, is that transmission of information, and/or the ~ocess of communi-
cation, sets up pressures toward conformity that are independent of the 
previously-studied group characteristics, or other group properties . 
Another factor is the individual's exposure to the opinions of the group 
members, which varies in terms of the amount of information he receives 
about the group position. ".Amount of information" is defined as a com-
bination of the number of group members holding an opinion, the uniform-
ity of that opinion, and the number of times the individual is exposed 
to it. 
A fourth factor is the indi\~dual's personality structure with respect 
to conformity. The need to conform or to be different, a function of 
general personality characteristics, may be expected to vary according 
to the subject matter tmder consideration and the sources of conformity 
pressure. 
Thus differential pressures to conformity, stemming from both internal 
and external soUl·ces, are exerted on the individual . If expression of 
opinion is a function of the perceived position of others, his opinion 
should change in the direction of the group position when he is exposed 
to that position. This view presents no theoretical difficulties in the 
ce.se of a person '\vhose attitudes are congruent with the induced opinion; 
the perception of others as having the same opinion tends to reinforce 
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his attitude, increasing the probability of its overt expression. And 
for the individual whose attitudes are divergent from the induced opin-
ion, t he perception of others as having a different opinion tends to 
weaken his attitude, decreasing the probability of its overt expression. 
Conformity to group opinion by persons whose attitudes are widely dis-
crepant from that opinion may be accounted for by either of two assump-
tions. The first is that individuals will tolerate a certain, constant 
distance between their opinions and the perceived opinions of others. 
Goldberg (18), whose subjects changed their judgments in the direction 
of a group norm communicated to them, reported that the degree of con-
formity was a constant percentage of the distance of original attitudes 
from the group norm. This suggests that individuals will tolerate a 
constant level of difference between their opinions and others' opinions 
in a judgmental situation, and that it is thus the actual information 
about the others' position that brings about the shift toward that posi-
tion. 
The other assumption is that the act of communication, independent of 
the information transmitted, will in itself create pressures .to conform-
ity. In other words, the communication not only serves to inform the 
individual of the position held by others, but also sets up new, addi-
tional pressures to conformity. According to the \mrl~ of Festinger and 
his associates (17), these pressures should be minimal 'lvi th members of 
an aggregate, increasing when group cohesiveness, or the relevance of 
the topic to the group, increases. However, research on the expression 
of anti-minority-group remarks indicates that in the case of this group-
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oriented tYJe of attitude, even minimal pressure may be effective. 
On the basis of these assumptions, then, •re would expect individual o-
pinion changes, in the direction of the perceived group position, to oc-
cur with each communication or increase in information about that posi-
tion the individual receives. As members of the group continue to com-
municate with each other, uniform perceptions of the group concensus 
would develop, and individual opinions would change in the direction of 
the group position. 
When a discussion is held among members of a temporary aggregate, we 
would expect information about one other member's opinion to have lit-
tle effect on the expression of individual opinion. The opinion of 
just one other member is not perceived as representative of the group 
opinion and pressure to conformity is not high, although some effect 
might be found if the induced resp:mse is highly dependent upon social 
reality. As the number of persons whose position is known increases, 
and if that position is uniform, increased conformity may be expected 
a result both of the informational value of the uniformity of group opin-
ion, and of the additional conformity pressures Qrought to bear on the 
individual. 
As the influence of individual and situational factors combines, persons 
with strong conformity needs 1vill be even more likely to change their 
opinions. Reports on personality characteristics associated with high 
and low prejudice clearly imply that highly prejudiced persons are more 
likely to conform to a group position than are persons of low prejudice. 
These studies have reported that the highly prejudiced individual has a 
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high degree of "acceptance of conventional mores" (20, p.62), is a 
"supreme conformist ••• [who ]cannot run the risk of being different and 
cannot tolerate difference in anyone else" (10, p.l83), "depends on 
the external world for props in an attempt to achieve stabiliti' (1, 
p.74), and needs "external support -- vrhether this be offered by auth-
orities or by public opinion - - in order t o find some assurance concern-
ing what is right and wrong" (2, p.476). Without examining all conno-
tations of these findings, one general conclusion may be drawn: the 
personality characteristics of the highly prejudiced individual cause 
him to modify his behavior in the direction of perceived social reality; 
to such a person agreement with others is, in i tself, important. 
In sunnnary, examination of "group" influences on individual judgments 
has led to the belief that pressures to uniformity are exerted in the 
act of transmitting information, and that these pressures operate inde-
pendently of other group properties. It has also been reasoned that 
these pressures to uniformity are likely to be operative on attitudes 
toward minority groups, because of the considerable dependence of these 
attitudes on "social reality". Further, it has been suggested that con-
formity to group opinion will increase with increases in the amount of 
information that is communicated to an individual about the group posi-
tion. ConcerPing individual differences in response to these pressures, 
the inference has been made that highly prejudiced persons are more like-
ly to be influenced than those low in prejudice. 
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Hypothesis I: 
Prediction 1. 
Hypotheses and Predictions 
Individuals tend to modify their opinions about minor-
ities in the direction of the perceived position of 
other group members. 
If subjects' agree-disagree scores on anti-Semitism 
items are obtained first under relatively private conditions, and then 
under conditions where they perceive the pro or anti-Semitic positions 
of other group members, their scores wil l change in the direction of in-
creased conformity to the perceived group position. 
Prediction £. If subjects ' verbal responses to anti-Semitism items 
are classified on a favorable-unfavorable scale, their favorable-unfav-
orable assertions scores will change in relation to exposure to the 
group position. 
Prediction l· If subjects' verbal responses to opinions communicated 
to them are classified on an acceptance-rejection scale, their accept-
ance-rejection scores will change in the direction of increased accept-
ance of the perceived group position. 
Hypothesis II: 
Prediction 4. 
Magnitude of change in opinions about minorities is 
related to the amount of information (number of per-
sons and exposures) received about the position of 
other group members. 
If subjects' agree-disagree scores on anti-Semitism 
items are obtained first under relatively private conditions, and then 
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under conditions of exposure to increasing amounts of information about 
the position of group members, the magnitude of change in their scores 
will be directly related to increases in the amount of information re-
ceived. 
Hypothesis III: 
. . ,', ._ .... ;. 
Prediction 2· 
Highly prejudiced persons are more likely than those 
low in prejudice to change in the direction of the 
group position. 
If subjects are classified into high, medium, and low 
prejudice groups on the basis of their responses to an anti•Semitism 
questionnaire, opinion change will be greater in the high prejudice 
group than in the low prejudice group. 
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CHAPI'ER IV 
MEI'HODS AND PROCEDURES 
The present chapter will describe the procedures followed in the experi-
ment, the measures used in the analysis of experimental results, and the 
methods of analysis. 
Procedures 
Subjects. Subjects were recruited from junior and senior classes in 
the Division of Public Relations and Communications, Boston University, 
during the first semester of the 1951-1952 school year. All subjects 
were male, either Catholic or Protestant, ranging in age from 18 through 
24 years. Eighty-four subjects were used in the analysis of results. 
Pre-experimental procedures. To obtain a measure of the subjects' 
initial prejudice levels, and to obtain initial measures on five items 
related to prejudice, a 30-item questionnaire was administered to all 
classes from which subjects were recruited. Tvrenty-five of these items, 
selected from the Levinson-Sanford A-S scale (2), constituted the 
measure of anti-Semitism. The other five were the stimuli to be used in 
the experiment that followed; inclusion of these items in the A-S ques-
tionnaire provided a pre-experimental measure. 
As it seemed reasonable to expect that highly prejudiced persons would 
not volunteer for an experiment dealing with prejudice, it was not con-
sidered desirable for subjects to know the purpose or content of the ex-
periment. Therefore, the questionnaire was administered by the instruc-
tors who normally lectured to each class. The students were told it was 
part of a national survey being conducted among a variety of groups. The 
procedures followed in administer ing and scoring this questionnaire par-
allel those described in The Authoritarian Personality (2). 
Selection of subjects. Students were addressed in their classrooms, 
and asked to volunteer one hour of their time to participate in an "in-
ter esting social experiment". Blank time schedules were distributed, 
and student volunteers were asked to indicate the time they would be a-
vailable, their name, telephone number, and mailing address. They were 
notified of the time and place of experimental sessions by post card, 
and reminded by telephone. The card contai ned the following information: 
I am happy to advise you that I have been able to 
schedule you with a group of students in the ex -
periment you volunteered for in class. 
It will be held at 
The date is The time is 
We think you will f ind this a most interesting 
experience . 
No connection betvreen this experiment and the prior anti-Semitism ques-
tionnaire was indicated. 
Assignment of subjects to experimental conditions. Five subjects 
'\·Tere assigned to each experimental hour, on the basis of the time they 
had indicated they would be available. To reduce the effect of previous 
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inter-personal attitudes, subjects were sCheduled in suCh a way that no 
"buddies" or members of the same clique were assigned to the same ses-
sian. This was attempted by the experimenter, who was an instructor at 
the sChool, together with one other instructor. Experimental treatments, 
to be described later, were assigned alternately to each experimental 
session. A total of 24 sessions were held. Subjects who were not pres-
ent for both the pre-experimental procedures and the experiment were 
dropped from the analysis. 
Preliminary instructions. To insure careful, uniform presentation in 
each session, and to be certain subjects would understand the instruc-
tions, graduate students vrere thoroughly briefed and trained in the pro-
cedure, and in all cases, practiced on a trial group. Care was taken to 
choose non-Semitic appearing experimenters, unknown to the subjects, so 
that presumptions concerning their attitudes might not influence the ex-
perimental results. A mimeographed copy of the following instructions 
was given to eaCh subject, and read aloud by the experimenter: 
This is an Experiment in Group Discussion 
In order to discuss as many topics as possible, we 
will carry on the discussion by writing. 
Each of you has a topic for discussion in front of 
you. Each topic is different. You will begin the 
discussion on this topic by writing your reaction to 
it. What you write will be sent to all the other 
memvers present. 
All written messages will be sent through the mes-
sage center. The person at the message center will 
determine who your message goes to first, second, 
third, fourth, etc. 
After you have written your reaction to the subject 
you will be giv-en another subject which some other 
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people here have already discussed. Read what the 
other members of the group have to say and then 
write your ow:n message. 
This is the way we would like you to carry on this 
discussion: 
1. Read the statement to be discussed. 
2. Read what the other members of the group have 
to say (if present) on the subject. 
3· Then write a few sentences indicating your own 
feeling on the statement. 
4. Check the amount of your agreement or disagree-
ment with the statement according to the follow-
ing scale : 
1 - sli@1t support, agreement 
2 - moderate support, agreement 
3 - strong support, agreement 
4 - slight opposition, disagreement 
5 - moderate opposition, disagreement 
6 - stror~ opposition, disagreement 
Place the number indicating your agreement or 
disagreement (from 1-6) below your written mes-
sage. 
When you have finished, raise your hand. A messen-
ger will deliver your message and another one will 
be brought to you shortly. 
Any questions subjects had about the procedure to follow were answered 
by the experimenter. 
Physical arrangements. Seats were placed so that no individual could 
read what another was vrr·iting, or even inspect his handwriting style. 
Subjects were provided vri th pencils and note paper of uniform size. A 
standard amount of time -- four minutes -- was allowed for writing the 
notes . Following each note-writing phase, all notes were collected by 
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the experimenter and brought to a second experimenter sitting behind a 
shielded desk in the back of the room. Glancing at the clock, ostensib-
ly to note the time, this experimenter changed the groups' notes for a 
set of the standard fictitious communications . Approximately thirty 
seconds elapsed between the collection and redistribution of notes ; ·nei-
ther experimenter, quite obviously, had any opportunity to read the sub-
jects' notes. 
Introduction of experimental treatments. Although subjects were told 
that each would be given a different topic for their initial discussion, 
the first item responded. to by all subjects was actually the same. The 
five stimulus i tems, anti the fictitious communications presented with 
them, are listed below: 
Item 0 . It is all r ight for an owner not to sell 
his property to a Jew. 
Item 1. The trouble with l etting Jews into a neigh-
borhood is that they will give it a Jewish 
atmosphere. 
It is inevitable. Their customs and manners are 
not like ours and one attracts another so that 
soon there is a whole Jewish colony where there 
was only one to start with. 
Not neces:oarily. Customs and manners of many 
Jewish families are becoming integrated into A-
mericanized ways of life. Jews don't collect to-
gether any more than Swedes, college graduates, 
or spor·ts fans. 
Item 2. Jews shoLUd keep more to themselves and not 
try i~o get into places where they are not 
wanted. 
Yes, I have often seen an embar·assed look upon a 
Jew's face when he ' s forced to admit the fact he 
is Jewish .. 
31 
Yes, it seems that the Jevrish people do not want 
their identity known as Jews. This fact is 
brought out in the various name changes - - Bloom-
berg to Murphy. By concealing themselves they 
try to get into places where they're not wanted. 
No 7 I have often seen the dignified way that Jew-
ish people inform other persons present that they 
are Jewish. 
No, it se<ems that Jevrish people are not self-con-
scious about their identity as J evrs. Even name 
changes are not very connnon as witness the Jewish 
names enrolled in college. If they are not want-
ed, that is the fault of their neighbors. 
Item 3· I th:Lnk that the Jews have had a more than 
fair chance in this country. 
Yes , they're certainly better off than they were 
i n the old country and they've taken more than 
fair advantage of the breaks they've had. 
Yes, they have exploited this opportunity to 
make more than their share of the money. 
Yes 7 I think that they ought to have a fair 
chance, but sometimes I think they carry this 
anti-discrimination thing too far so that people 
have to do things they don't want to. 
No, they eertainly haven't had a more than fair 
chance in this country. In fact, they've been 
excluded from many fields of employment and res -
idence and education. 
No, the ml.llion Jews in the Nevr York slums cer-
tainly have no more than a fair share of money. 
No, I think they ought to have a fair chance, 
and ant i-discrimination campaigns should be car-
ried out to vra.ke people up and give them a heal-
thy shove in the right direction . 
Item 4. The Jew·s are more loyal to their ovm kind 
than to A.merica. 
Yes, some Jewish boys in my class always talk a-
bout Palestine, but they never think about Korea. 
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Yes, the Jews are very clannish and avTfully 
strict in their ways . It seems when one moves 
into a neighborhood, they all start to come in 
and force others out. 
Yes , l oyalty with the Jevs is relative to where 
they find themselves anc1 vrho has the most money. 
Yes, I bel ieve the Jews are cliquish possibly 
because of family ties or European memories . 
They are closer to one another than to the Amer-
ican community. 
No, some Jewish boys in my class always talk a-
bout Korea, and never about Palestine. 
No, it is only natw:·al that Jews should be held 
together as some have common backgrounds, ideals, 
standards, and goals . Discrimination serves to 
push a group apart. Jews are good citizens . 
No, Jews are loyal to America and are good citi-
zens, loyal soldiers, and have strong feelings 
for the country of their choice . 
No , I believe that Jews are no more loyal to 
their group than any person to his group. They 
are closer to the American community than to 
each other . 
The initial item presented to the subjects vas typed on a slip of paper. 
On a separate sheet of note paper, each subject wrote a fevr statements 
to indicate his reaction to the item, following the mimeographed in-
structions before him, and under it he placed the number shovring his a -
greement or disagreement with the item according to the scale described 
in the instructions. His note, attached to the typewritten item with a 
paper clip, was collected by the experimenter at the end of the four-
minute period . This constituted phase zero of the experiment the 
expression of opinion made by the subject with no information about the 
position of other group members. The item used in this phase -- called 
item zero because subjects received no information before responding to 
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it -- vas deliberately selected for its ambigUi. ty or lack of relation to 
anti-Semitism. The intention was to give a subject ample opportunity to 
avoid committing himself before he knew the position of others in the 
group . 
In the next phase -- phase 1 -- each subject received item number 1 with 
a handwritten note attached to it. Subjects receiving the pro-Semitic 
treatment, granting that the induction was successful, learned that one 
other member of the group disagreed with the negative statement about 
Jews and expressed himself favorably toward Jews with respect to that 
issue. Subjects receiving the anti-Semitic treatment learned that one 
other member of the group agreed '\vith the negative item about Jews and 
expressed an unfavorable opinion about Jews with respect to that partic-
ular issue. 
It is worth noting at this point that all of the fictitious communica-
tions were directly concerned with the issue specified in the related i-
tem; none were directed at other persons, exhorting them to change or 
castigating or praising them for their attitudes. Nevertheless, despite 
specific instructions to the contrary, this person-oriented type of com-
munication was found fairly :frequently in the notes written by the sub-
jects. At each session, after receiving item 1 with the single attached 
note, subjects had asked whether they were to address themselves to the 
stimulus items or to the communications received :from other members. 
Without exception, they were instructed to read the comments :first and 
to then respond to the item according to the instruction sheet they had 
received. 
34 
In phase 2, subjects received item 2 and the two attached notes which 
they read before responding. At that point, assuming the experimental 
manipulations were successful, each subject believed that at least two 
of the four other persons in his group were uniformly pro-8emitic or 
anti-Semitic with respect to the issue under discussion. 
The same procedures were followed in phases 3 and 4. At phase 4, each 
subject presumably believed that all other members of the group were 
either pro or anti-Semitic; he was fully informed of the other members' 
opinions about the last item. 
It is probably worth observing here that virtually all subjects found 
the proceedings quite convincing. Only six individuals recognized that 
the communications represented as coming from others in the group were 
fictitious. 
Post-session questionnaire. Af'ter the note-writing sessions vrere o-
ver, subjects were asked to complete a brief, two-item questionnaire. 
These questions, designed to measure the success of the experimental in-
ductions, and to provide an overall indication of their effectiveness, 
were as follows: (1) "From the notes you received, what do you consider 
to be the attitude of this group toward the Jews?" and (2) "Do you 
find yourself agreeing with this attitude?" 
Termination of the experiment. A de-briefing session was held in 
which subjects were asked for their comments on the experiments. Prob-
ing questions 1·Tere used to discover whether or not they suspected the 
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artificiality of the communications they had received. The six subjects 
who spontaneously mentioned their suspicions were excluded from the anal-
ysis . For fear of contamination, the real nature of the experiment and 
the manufacture of the standard notes was not mentioned until all experi-
mental sessions had been completed. The experimenter then explained the 
design of the study to the classes from which subjects had been recruited. 
The stimulus material. The rationale for selecting items, except for 
item 0, was to obtain those that were approximately equally related to a 
measure of prejudice. In other words, an attempt was made to select i-
tems that would discriminate between prejudiced and unprejudiced persons 
in about the same way. The four items used had been included in a meas-
ure of anti-Semitism validated against known groups by Sabghir (34). A 
pre-test of these items on a group of 30 revealed that no differences a-
mong their means existed. 
The content of the fictitious communications was derived from a pilot 
study in vrhich subjects had been asked to write out their reactions to 
the four items. On the basis of their statements, the author construct-
ed sets of responses for each item that dealt with the same thematic ma-
terial in opposite ways; these were submitted to a panel of three jud-
ges. The pairs of responses unanimously judged to be in strong agree-
ment with and in strong opposition to an item were used in the experi-
ment. 
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Measures 
Whether or not a subject is influenced by exposure to the pos~tion of 
group members may be determined by measuring three aspects of his behav-
ior in the experimental session: {1) changes in his expressed opinion 
about the particular issue being considered; {2) changes in his favor-
able-unfavorable assertions about the general topic of the discussion, 
in this case, Jews; and (3) changes in his acceptance-rejection of in-
for mation communicated to him. These measures represent the major modes 
of response available to the subject: he may change his opinion about 
the particular item being considered; he may change the direction {fav-
orable or unfavorable) of his opinions about the general discussion top-
ic; and he may change his orientation to opinions communicated to him 
by group members. Ratings of his perception of the group position and 
the extent of his agreement with ~ positio~ were obtained in the 
post-session questionnaire. 
The opinion-change measure. Before the experiment, subjects had com-
pleted a questionnaire -- designed to reveal their initial prejudice 
level -- that also included the five items used in the course of the ex-
periment. Thus the change in agreement-disagreement scores for these i-
tems) from initial to experimental conditions, constitutes the opinion-
change measure. The opinion-change score was computed by subtracting 
the initial score of each subject from his experimental score. There-
fore) a positive number indicates an increase in the opinion score) and 
a negative number indicates a decrease. According to the original 
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scoring scale, higher scores denote less prejudice; hence a positive opin-
ion-change score signifies a decrease in the strength of prejudice, and 
vice versa. 
A few words might be said about the scale used -- one in which subjects 
indicate their agreement or disagreement with an item on a one-to-six 
continuum. There have been many criticisms of this type of scale, par-
ticularly of the assumption that attitudes are linear. Even though the 
assumptions of linezrity, ordinality, and equality of intervals were not 
tested here, use of the scale is defended on the grounds that these as-
sumptions did not seem unduly unwarranted, and that no better alternative 
was known to the writer. 
The favorable-unfavorable assertions measure . A content analysis of 
the subjects ' notes was performed . This was done so that each subject 
would have a score, reflecting hi s expressed opinion toward Jews, at 
each :phase in the experimental procedure. All 420 notes were screened 
for comments relevant to Jews . The following fairly broad definition of 
relevant items was adopted: . "Any sentence which includes Jews, although 
referring to people in general, should be considered relevant. " 
Comments were categorized as favorable, neutral, non-relevant, or unfav-
orable, according to these general rules: 
(l) Favorable comments -- attributes favorable characteristics or be -
haviors; denies stereotype, claims similarity to others; prescribes e-
quality, against prejudice, anti-discrimination, pro tolerance, etc .; a-
grees with pro or disagrees with anti statement. 
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(2) Neutral comments -- undecipherable; ambiguous. 
(3) Non-relevant comments -- statement not belonging in present clas-
sification. 
(4) Unfavorable comments -- attributes unfavorable characteristics or 
behavior; accepts stereotype, dissimilarity, basic differences; favors 
prejudice, discrimination, segregation; disagrees with pro or agrees 
with anti statement. 
Coders were instructed as follows: 
Take each sentence as a unit. l·1hen a change in 
category occurs within a sentence (for example, 
both favorable and unfavorable comments appear-
ing in the same sentence), score both categories, 
each as a separate unit. Code every sentence in 
which no assertion is made or implied about Jews 
as non-relevant. Code every factual statement 
(for example, "Many Jews live in New York City") 
as neutral. 
These operations produced a frequency distribution with four categories. 
Since the number of persons in each cell was too small to use chi square 
or similar analysis techniques, it was necessary to construct a score 
that would represent each subject's scale position at each phase. The 
coefficient of imbalance, devised and fully described by Janis (24), 
was used for that purpose. The index was originally developed in order 
to have a score that vrould represent the position of a newspaper, or oth-
er media, analyzed in terms of the direction of its attitude. The index 
takes into account the favorable, unfavorable, neutral, and non-relevant 
items coded. 
\ollien there are more favorable than unfavorable i terns, the basic formula 
is as follows. The numerator is the number of favorable items squared, 
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less the product of the number of favorable items and the number of un-
favorable items. The denominator of the coefficient is the total num-
ber of items squared. 
~fhen the number of unfavorable items exceeds the number of favorable 
ones, only the numerator of the index changes. In that case, the num-
erator is the product of the number of favorable items and the number 
of unfavorable items, less the number of unfavorable items squared. 
The t heoretical range of this index is from -100, completely unfavorable, 
to +100, completely favorable. For arithmetical simplicity, these in-
dices were coded from 1 to 21, with 1 representing the favorable posi-
tion, 21 the unfavorable, and 11 the midpoint. 
All notes were analyzed independently by tvro persons. Overall inter-
coder reliability reached 87% agreement. The classification of debat-
able items vras decided by consultation between coders. The favorable-
unfavorable assertions change score was computed by subtracting the 
score at each phase from the score on the previous phase. Since low 
scores on the scale indicate favorable attitudes, and high scores indi-
cate unfavorable attitudes, a positive change score represents an in-
crease in favorable opinions and a negative change score represents a 
decrease. 
The acceptance-rejection measure. A second content analysis of the 
written notes was performed. This was done to give each subject a score 
that would reflect, at each phase, his acceptance of the communications 
and the pressure to change his opinions, or his rejection of the 
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communications and his attempts to exert pressure on others to change 
their opinions. Operationally, each separate assertion could first be 
coded as to its agreement or disagreement with a specific comment in 
the experimental treatment . Then, it might be noted whether the agree-
' 
ment was complete or qualified. Further, each assertion could be exam-
ined to see whether it went beyond simple agreement or disagreement by 
adding additional material. Finally, this additional material could be 
coded according to its agreement or disagreement with specific experi-
mental comments. 
The following code was therefore used to classify each assertion made 
by a subject: 
(l) Additional statement in agreement with experimental treatment. 
(2) Accepts or agrees with experimental treatment. 
(3) Accepts or agrees, with qualifications. 
(4) Neutral; ambiguous. 
(5) Rejects or disagrees, with qualifications. 
(6) Rejects or disagrees with experimental treatment. 
(7) Additional statement in disagreement with experimental treatment. 
This provided a " scale 11 of acceptance or rejection or the experimental 
treatments, with scores at the low end indicating acceptance and those 
at the high end indicating rejection. Subjects received a score for 
each phase except phase 0. 
Since every assertion made by a subject was coded separately, instead 
of attempting to classify his entire response, some system for summating 
these classifications had to be constructed. The simplest procedure is 
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to multiply the response by the scale point and divide by the number of 
responses. This is the usual method of deriving scores for answers to 
multiple-choice questionnaires, and contains the same assumptions of 
uni-dimensionality, equal distance between scale points, and so on. 
All notes were analyzed independently by two coders. Inter-coder reli-
ability was comparatively high, vrith an overall 85% agreement between 
the two coders. The acceptance-rejection change score was computed by 
subtracting the score at each phase from the score on the previous phase. 
Because subjects had responded to the first item before receiving any 
information about the group position, phase 0 was not included. Since 
low scores on the scale denote acceptance, and high scores denote re-
jection, a positive number indicates increased agreement with, and a neg-
ative number indicates increased rejection of the perceived social in-
formation . 
Method of Analysis 
Eighty-four subjects were used in the final analysis. This reduction in 
the N was a result of several factors. First, subjects who "caught on" 
to the experimental procedures w·ere eliminated. Second, subjects who 
were not present at both the pre-experimental questionnaire session and 
the experimental session were excluded. Finally, when grouping subjects 
according to level of prejudice, some others were randomly eliminated to 
mru~e the N's equivalent for all cells. Half of the 84 subjects had been 
subjected to the anti-Semitic treatment, and half to the opposite treatment. 
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Systematization by anti-Semitism scores. When the experiment was o-
ver, subjects were divided into high, medium, and low prejudice groups, 
on the basis of their scores on the anti-Semitism questionnaire, so that 
the opinion changes of subjects with different degrees of initial preju-
dice could be compared. An examination of the two rank-o~der distribu-
tions of anti-Semitism scores, for subjects who had received the anti 
treatment and for those who had received the pro treatment, indicated 
that they could be placed in initial-attitude groups on a 30-40- 30 per 
cent ba sis. Following this system, the high group in each distribution 
contained 14 persons. To simplify the 1nathematics, 14 persons were then 
randomly selected from each of the remaining segments of the distribu-
tions. 
Summary of the design. 
marized as follows: 
Attitude Groul? 
Low 
Medium 
High 
The main features of the design may be sum-
Experimental Treatment 
PRO ANTI 
Amount of Information 
0 1 2 3 4 
0 1 2 3 4 
0 1 2 3 4 
0 1 2 3 4 
0 1 2 3 4 
0 1 2 3 4 
Experimental treatment refers to the group posHion -- pro or anti -Semi-
tic -- reflected in the fict itious communications subjects received with 
each experimental item. Five successively increasing amounts of infor-
mation -- ranging from no i n.formation about the group position to 
information about all four other members' opinions --were given to all 
of the subjects in each treatment group. Stimulus items were presented 
i n the same or der to all subjects. 
The design for the opinion-change criterion is a before-after control 
comparison. Differences between before and after measures, trends in 
the criterion means at each l evel of the amount of i nformation variable, 
and relationships between amount of change and level of anti -Semitism 
are analyzed. The design for the favorable-unfavorable assertions meas-
ure, and for the acceptance-r ejection measure, is after-only: the reli-
ability of subjects' mean changes in the direction of conformity is 
measured. 
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CHAPI'ER V 
RESULTS 
This chapter will present the results of the experiment. Throughout the 
chapter, the hypotheses will be phrased operationally, in terms of the 
meastu·es used to test them. First, the success of the experimental in-
ductions will be examined. The results will then be discussed under 
three general headings: changes in the direction of conformity; chan-
ges r elated to the amount of information received; and changes associa-
ted with level of prejudice. 
Success of the Ex~rimental Inductions 
How were the treatments perceived by the subjects? Pertinent data came 
from one of the post-session questions: "From the notes you received, 
what do you consider to be the attitude of this group toward the Jews? 11 
Subjects' open-end answers were classified in three categories: hostile; 
ambiguous, neutral, mi xed, unanswered; and friendly. The more refined 
coding scheme originally used to code the responses was collapsed into 
these three categories. Overall reliability between the two coders for 
this question was 92~b . 
The effectiveness of the independent variable is indicated in Table 1. 
Little difference was found between the experlinental inductions and the 
perceptions of these inductions. Subjects in all attitude groups were 
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TABLE 1. 
RELATION BE'IWEEN EXPERIMENTAL TREATMENT AND PERCEPTION OF GROUP FOSITION 
PERCEPI'ION OF GHOUP FOSI TION 
ATTI'J.WE 
GROT.J"P 
Anti Treatment Pro Treatment 
Hostile Ambiguous Friendly Hostile Ambiguous Friendly 
Low 10 4 0 2 0 12 
Medium 13 1 0 3 3 8 
High 12 0 2 1 3 10 
Totals 35 5 2 6 6 30 
(42) (42) 
more likely to perceive the anti treatment as hostile and the pro treat-
ment as friendly. If the fictitious conununications had been perfect, 
and if no distorting factors such as disbelief, selectivity, or memory 
had entered in, there imuld have been no differences between them. 
Changes Tmrard Conformity 
Prediction l - The Opinion Change: If subjects ' agree-disagree scores 
on anti-semitism items are obtained first under relatively private con-
ditions, and then under conditions where they perceive the pro or anti-
Semitic positions of other group members, their scores will change in 
the direction of increased conformity to the perceived group position. 
Pre -experimental scores £!!. stimulus items . Because pre-experimental 
scores on the stimulus i tems influenced the amount of opinion change, 
they must be examined at some length before the change itself can be e-
valuated. The stimulus items had been selected for their comparable, 
s ignificant relationship to a prejudice score. Table 2 shows the same 
trend for all five items the lovr prejudice group has the highest 
mean disagreement, the high prejudice group has the lowest mean disa-
greement, and the scores of the medium prejudice group fall between 
those of the other two groups. 
To compare the significance of differences between pairs of means, the 
within cells mean square variance of the table was obtained and used in 
the standard error term, according to the formula supplied by Lindquist 
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TABLE 2. 
PRE-EXPERIMENTAL MEAN SCORES ON THE STIMULUS ITDIIS 
ATTITUDE ITEM 0 ITEM 1 ITEM 2 ITEM 3 ITEM 4 
GROUP Anti Pro Anti Pro Anti Pro Anti Pro Anti Pro 
-- - -- - - - - -- - -- -
Low 3-9 3-6 5-9 5-8 5·9 5-6 4.8 5·0 5-8 5.4 
Medium 3-1 2.8 4.1 4.6 5·4 5·5 3-6 4.1 5-4 5.2 
High 2.6 1.9 3.6 3·3 3-9 4.6 3.4 3.2 3-9 3·0 
Totals 2.88 4.55 5-15 4. 03 4.78 
Significance of Differences From Means of the Medium Group: 
Item 0 Item 1 Item 2 Item ~ Item 4 
Ant i Pro Anti Pro Anti Pro Anti Pro Anti Pro 
- - - - - -- - - - - - -
Med-Lo NS NS .05 .05 NS NS .05 NS NS NS 
Med-Hi NS NS .05 .05 .05 NS NS NS .05 .05 
Significance of Differences Between Item Means: 
Item 0 Item 1 Item 2 I tem 3 Item 4 
Item 0 .05 .05 .05 .05 
Item l .05 NS NS 
: 
Item 2 .05 NS 
Item 3 .05 
Note: N = 84, with 14 in each cell; P ' s based on two-tailed test. 
(27, p.93). A significant mean difference between pairs would have to 
be 1.00 or better to be reliable at the 5% level. 
(1) Differences between treatments. None of the differences in the 
mean scores of subjects in the anti treatment and pro treatment groups 
were si gnificant. 
(2) Differences between attitude groups. For each item, there is a 
significant difference between the mean scores of the low prejudice 
group and the high prejudice. As Table 2 (p.48) indicates, the medium 
prejudice group is inconsistent; no clear pattern of relationship be-
tween mean scores of the medium prejudice group and those of the other 
two groups is indicated. 
(3) Differences between items. The critical difference between mean 
item scores is .56. Table 2 (p.48) shows that item 0, as expected, dif-
fers significantly from all four experimental items. Unexpectedly, how-
ever, mean scores on items one and two, two and three, and three and 
four , are significantly different from each other at the 5% level. 
The inequality in means signifies that in this experiment, measures of 
increasing amounts of the experimental factor -- perception of group o-
pinion -- are confounded with differences in means scores on the criter-
ion variable. It had been anticipated in advance, on the basis of the 
responses of another sample, that the five stimulus items were equiva-
lent; thus the order of presentation was not varied. A better experi-
mental design would have counterbalanced the effect of differences i n 
initial mean scores for the items. Such a design is presented by 
Lindquist (27, p.349). 
Further exe~nation of the mean scores reveals a second serious limita-
tion of the experimental design. Theoretically, they can range from 1 
(complete agreement) to 6 (complete disagreement). The obtained mean 
scores on items 1 through 4 range from 3.0 to 5.9. In the low prejudice 
group, all means but one are 5 or above; in the medium prejudice group,' 
half of the means are 5 or above. The proximity of these mean scores to 
the "ceiling" signifies that they are, for all practical purposes, "dead" 
cells; degree of change as a function of exposure to the pro treatment 
is severely limited. In contrast to the low prejudice group's extreme 
disagreement with the experimental items, the high prejudice group mean 
scores indicate limited or weak agreement with the items. Thus the high 
prejudice group's overall potentiality for Change was initially greater 
than that of the low group. 
In summaxy, examination of the mean scores for each attitude group indi-
cates that serious limitations are placed on this measure of opinion 
change, both by inequalities in mean criter ion scores obtained under the 
initial conditions, and by "ceiling" effects that differentially limit 
the amount of potential change -- factors that will have to be consid-
ered in the analysis of change. 
Reliability measures are not available except for the f irst item. Since 
subjects responded to that item before receiving any informat ion about 
the group position, this might be considered a test-retest measure of 
reliability. The opinion-change data to be discussed show no change 
from initial to experimental conditions for the item. 
50 
Significance of opinion change as assessed £l t-test. A single opin-
ion-change score was obtained for each subject by averaging his change 
scores at each phase of the experimental treatment. \-1hen subjects' mean 
opinion-change scores are considered in toto, disregarding signs, a re-
liable change is found. For subjects in the anti treatment group, there 
is a significant change in the direction of conformity with the experi-
mental inductions. For subjects in the pro treatment group, there is a 
change in the predicted direction, but it is not reliable. {Table 3) 
For subjects exposed to the pro treatment, the amount of potential 
change was seriously limited by the 11 ceiling11 effect. Therefore, the 
effect of the pro treatment was re-analyzed, using only those cases 
where there was some possibility for change. If a subject's pre-experi-
mental score on an item was 6, which indicates the highest agreement 
possible according to the scale, he was omitted from the analysis. Re-
sults are presented for each item separately, in Table 3; the N for 
each item varies accordingly. As expected, there was no reliable change 
for item 0, which was presented with no information about the group po-
sition. For all four experimental items, the change was in the direc-
tion of conformity; for three of them, it was a reliable change. 
Prediction 2 - The Favorable-Unfavorable Assertions Change: If sub-
jects' verbal responses to anti-Semitism items are classified on a fav-
orable-unfavorable scale, their favorable-unfavorable assertions scores 
-vrill change in relation to exposure to the group position. 
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TABLE 3. 
MEAN INITIAL-EXPER:rnENTAL OPINION CHANGES 
Significance of Mean Opinion Changes Under Each Treatment: 
TREA'lMENT MEAN SD t LEVEL OF N SIGNIFICANCE* 
Anti -.44 .11 4.00 .001 42 
Pro .1.5 .11 1.36 NS 42 
Anti +Pro • .59 .16 3.69 .001 84 
Mean Opinion Change for Each Item for Cases Under Pro Treatment 
Where Change Was Possible: 
ITEM N MEAN SE t LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE* 
0 42 .07 
1 24 .7.5 .3867 1.94 .o4 
2 18 .33 .3615 .91 NS 
3 3.5 1.21 .3593 3.37 <.Ol 
4 22 1.0.5 .3.574 2.93 (.01 
* based on one-tail test 
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Relation to anti-Semitism measure. Before examining changes in the 
favorable-unfavorable assertions scores, a question can be raised con-
cerning whether or not i ncreases or decreases in these scores reflect 
increases or decreases in anti-Semitism. Favorable-unfavorable asser-
tions scores should correlate with scores on the A-S questionnaire, as 
both are measuring the same attitude, although under different condi-
tions. The scores of subjects in each attitude group should differ, ac-
cording to their exposure to the experimental treatments, but the rank 
order of mean favorable-unfavorable assertions scores should remain un-
altered. That is, under the pro treatment or under the anti treatment, 
subjects in the low prejudice group should have the most favorable in-
dex, followed by subjects in the medium prejudice group, and then by 
those in the high prejudice group. 
Table 4 indicates that such is the case. The congruence of predicted 
and observed raruc orders serves as a gross indication of the statistical 
significance. Remembering that 11 is the mid-point of the coded coeffi-
cient of imbalance, and that 1 represents the most favorable score pos-
sible, it may be observed that comments were predominantly favorable. 
Only subjects in the high prejudice group who were exposed to the anti 
treatment have an unfavorable index. Differences in the mean scores of 
the attitude groups are a function of original att i tude as well as of 
experimental change. 
Significance of favorable-unfavorable assertions change scores ~ assessed 
£l t-test. As explained in Chapter III, favorable-unfavorable asser-
tions change scores were obtained by subtracting the score at each phase 
TABLE 4. 
MEAN FAVORABLE-UNFAVORABLE ASSERTIONS SCORES 
UNDER EACH TREA'lMENT FOR EACH ATTITUDE GROUP 
ATTI'IUDE TREATMENT 
GROUP 
Anti Pro 
-- -
Low s.oo 5.54 
Medium 10.67 6.61 
High 12.26 8.56 
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from the score on the previous phase. A single favorable -unfavorable 
assertions change score was computed for each subject, by calculating 
the mean of his change scores at each phase. V.~1en all subjects' mean 
change scores are considered, irrespective of sign, a reliable change 
is found (Table 5). Changes for the anti treatment group and for the 
pro treatment group are in the direction of conformity, but are not sig-
nificant. 
Prediction 3 - The Acceptance-Rejection Change : If subjects' verbal 
responses t o opinions communicated to them are classified on an accept-
ance-rejection scale, their acceptance - rejection scores will change in 
the direction of increased acceptance of the perceived group position. 
Significance of acceptance-rejection change s cores ~assessed £l t-test. 
Acceptance -rejection change scores were computed by subtracting the score 
at each phase from the score on the previous phase . Phase 0 was omitted 
from this analysis, since no information was communi cated to the sub-
jects at that time. A single acceptance-rejection change score was ob-
tained for each subject, by calculating the mean of his change scores at 
each phase. When all subjects' mean change scores are considered, re-
gardless of signJ there is a reliable change (Table 6). Both the anti 
treatment group and the pro treatment group changed in the predicted di -
rection - - increased acceptance of the group position -- but only the 
pro treatment group's change is reliable. 
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TABLE 5. 
11EAN FOVORABLE-UNFAVORABLE ASSERTIONS CHANGE SCORES 
TREA'lMENT 
tmti 
Pro 
Anti + Pro 
MEAN 
-.60 
.82 
.71 
SE 
.59 
.52 
.36 
* based on one-tail test 
t 
1.02 
1.58 
1.97 
LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE* 
NS 
NS 
.025 
N 
42 
42 
84 
56 
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TABLE 6. 
MEAN .ACCEPI'ANCE-REJECTION CHANGE SCORES 
TREATMENT MEAN SE t LEVEL OF N SI GI\TIFICANCE * 
Ant i .19 .17 1.09 NS 42 
Pro ·36 .18 2.00 .025 42 
Anti+Pro .28 .12 2.33 .015 84 
* based on one-tail test 
Changes Related to Amount of Information Received 
Prediction 4 - Magnitude of Change Related to Amount of Information: 
If subjects' agree-disagree scores on anti-Semitism items are obtained 
first under relatively private conditions, and then under conditions of 
exposure to increasing amounts of information about the position of 
group members, the magnitude of change in their scores will be directly 
related to increases in the amount of information received. 
Magnitude £!change assessed "2l. analysis of variance and t-test. Be-
cause the experimental treatments produced changes opposite in direction, 
and because the amount of possible change for subjects receiving the pro 
treatment was limited by the "ceiling" effect, separate analyses of vari-
ance were computed for the pro treatment group and the anti treatment 
group (Table 7). Differences related to amount of information received 
are significant for the anti treatment group, but not for the pro treat-
ment group. The presence of a trend is indicated by examination of the 
mean opinion-change score at each phase, shown in Table 8. A simple 
test for trend is the reliability of differences between the first and 
last treatments. 
One item, number 3, did not conform to the trend. Inspection of this i-
tem suggests several possible reasons for its deviation. Of the four i-
tems related to prejudice (1-4), item 3 showed the least discriminatory 
power. As Table 2 indicates (p.48), the lO", .. r prejudice group is more 
likely to agree viith this item than with any of the other experimental 
items. Also, differences between the low prejudice group and the high 
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TABLE 7. 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE OPINION CHANGE 
DEGREES MEAN 
SOURCE OF SUM OF OF SQUARE F LEVEL OF 
VARIATION SQUARES FREEDOM DEVIATION SIGNIFICANCE 
Under Anti Treatment: 
Amount of 
Information 37.18 4 9.30 3.86 .oo5 
Attitude Group 11.44 2 5.72 2 • .38 NS 
Amount of In-
formation X .35.22 8 4.40 1.83 NS 
Attitude Group 
Wi thin Cells 469.86 195 2.41 
Totals 553.70 209 
Under Pro Treatment: 
Amount of 8.23 4 2.06 ~ NS 
Information 
Attitude Group 7.15 2 3.60 1.1,.9 NS 
Amount of In-
formation .x 17.48 8 2.19 .... NS 
Attitude Group 
Within Cells 483.26 195 2.48 
Totals 516.12 209 
.. __ 
TABLE 8. 
MEAN OPINION CHA..NGE SCORES AT EACH PHASE 
ANTI PRO 
PH.A.SE TREATMENT N TREATMENT N 
0 .05 42 
·07 42 
l - .21 42 
·75 24 I 2 - .88 42 -33 18 
3 - .14 42 1.21 35 
4 -1.00 42 1.05 22 
Note: The critical difference between means 
under the anti treatment, significant 
at the 1% point, is .33 according to 
a formula supplied by Lindquist (27, 
P•93). 
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prejudice group are smaller for t his i t em than for any other . 
Examination of the stimulus items (pp. 31-33) suggests that item 3 is 
quite different from the others. Items 0, 1, 2, and 4 indicate an af-
fective orientation toward Jews, whereas item 3 is comparable to an "in-
formation" item. An examination of the fictitious communications in-
tended to produce the perception of an anti-Semitic position about this 
item suggests that they are not as "anti" as some of the other communi-
cations. 
According to these speculations, the deviance of item 3 may be related 
to a difference between that item and the other experimental items. 
For purposes of comparison, Table 8 also incl udes the mean opinion-change 
score at each phase for the pro treatment group, based on those cases 
where some possibility for change in the predicted di rection existed. 
A similar trend is indicated by inspection of these means. 
Because the order of presentation of items was an uncontrol led variable 
in this experiment, the exact functional rel ationship between magnitude 
of conformity and exposure to the opinions of group members cannot be 
specified. The failure of item 3 in the anti treatment to conform to 
the trend cannot be explained at this time. 
Changes Associated With Level of Prejudice 
Prediction 5 - Magnitude of Change Related to Level of Prejudice : If 
subjects are classified into high, medium, and low prejudice groups on 
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the basis of their responses to an anti-Semitism questionnaire, opinion 
change will be greater in the high prejudice group than in the low prej-
udice group. 
The anti-Semitism scores. The distribution of anti-Semitism scores 
for the three attitude groups will be examined briefly. 1fhen these 
scores are computed according to the system described in The Authoritar-
ian Personality (2, p.72), mean scores can range from 1 to 7, with l 
indicating strong disagreement ;.;ith the i terns and 7, strong agreement. 
For the low prejudice group, mean scores reach the bottom of the scale, 
indicating extreme rejection of the items (Table 9). For the medium 
and high prejudice groups, however, the mean scores do not represent 
the theoretically possible extremes. Mean scores of the high prejudice 
group fall slightly above the middle of the scale. These results are 
comparable, however, to a distribution of scores for University of Cali-
fornia students, described in The Authoritarian Personality (2, p. 79). 
An odd-even reliability measure of the A-S questionnaire scores for all 
subjects indicated a reliability of .82, corrected for length to .87 by 
the Spearman Brown formula. 
Differences among attitude groups. No differences between groups 
are indicated by the analyses of variance of the pro and anti treatments 
(Table 7, p.59). n1ese results may not represent an adequate test of 
the prediction, since the treatments did not produce a large enough im-
pact to permit differential analysis of their effects on sub-groups. 
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TABLE 9· 
MEAN ANTI-SEMITISM SCORES 
ATTITUDE GROUP ANTI PRO 
Mean SD Mean SD 
-- -- -- --
Low 1.24 .207 1.36 .120 
Medium 2.59 .346 2.71 ·316 
High 4.04 .029 4.12 .424 
N = 42 N = 42 
Another opportunity to examine the effects of the treatments on the at-
titude groups was afforded by a post-session multiple -response question. 
Subjects were asked to indicate their general agreement or disagreement 
with the opinions of members of the discussion group. They have an over-
all "pro" attitude, showing a signifi cant ~ndency to agree with the :pro 
treatment and disagree with the anti treatment (Table 10). 
By inspection, there i s a difference among the attitude groups. The l ow 
prejudice group is more likely to agree with the pro treatment and to 
disagree I·Ti th the anti treatment. ·The medium :prejudice group is evenly 
divided, obviously. The high prejudice group is comparable to the lovr 
prejudice group with respect to agreement with the pro treatment . High-
l y prejudiced subjects may reduce the discrepancy between their own po-
sition and the positions of group members by perceiving the group posi -
tion as closer to their own than it is. 
Summary of Results 
Prediction 1. If subjects agree-disagree scores on anti -Semitism items 
are obtained first under relatively private conditions, and then m~der 
conditions where they perceive the pro or anti-Semitic positions of oth-
er group members, their scores 1-rill change in the direction of increased 
conformity to the pereeived group position. 
Results: For all subjects, there was a significant change toward 
conformity vith the perceived position of group members. The anti 
treatment group change was significant. Considering o1liy case s 
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TABLE 10. 
EXPRESSED AGREEMENT OF ATI'I'l'UDE GROUPS WITH THE GROUP FQSITIONS 
ATTITUDE EXPRESSED GROUP FQSITION 
'TOTALS GROUP AGREEMENT Pro Ant i 
- --
Agree 12 
-
12 
Low Disagree 2 13 15 
NA 
-
l l 
-
Total 14 14 28 
Agree 7 5 12 
Medi um Disagree 7 7 14 
:NA 
-
2 2 
- -
Total 14 14 28 
Agree 12 6 18 
High Disagree 2 8 10 
NA - - -
- - -Total ll~ 14 28 
Agree 31 ll 42 
'TOTALS Disagree ll 28 39 
NA 
- _l _l 
-
Total 42 42 84 
Note: Analysis based on responses to post -session 
question: "Do you find you.rsel f agreei ng with 
this attitude? 11 
65 
where a. change was possible, in the pro treatment group, there vras 
a reliable change toward conformity 1-rith the treatment. 
Prediction 2. If subjects 1 verbal responses to anti-Semitism items axe 
classified on a fa.vorable -unfavorable scale, their favorable -unfavorable 
assertions scores will change i n relation to expostrre to the group posi-
tion. 
Results: For all subjects, there vras a significant change toward 
conformity with the group position. Subjects exposed to the anti 
treatment changed in the direction of more unfavorable assertions, 
and subjects exposed to the pro treatment changed in the direction 
of more favorable assertions, but these changes were not reliable. 
Prediction l· If subjects 1 verbal responses to opinions commuvicated 
to them are classified on an acceptance-rejection scale, their accept-
ance - rejection scores will change in the direction of increased accept-
ance of the perceived group position. 
Results: For all subjects, there vras a significant change tovrard 
increased acceptance of the opinions communicated to them. Both 
the anti treatment group and the pro treatment group changed in the 
direction of increased acceptance, but OP~Y the change produced by 
the pro treatment was reliable. 
Prediction 4. If subjects 1 agree -disagree scores on ant i-Semitism i-
terns are obtained first under relatively private conditions, and then 
under conditions of exposure to increasing amounts of information about 
the position of group members, the magnitude of change in their scores 
will be directly related to increases in the amount of information received. 
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Results: With the exception of' one item, a significant trend in 
mean scores 1-.ras indicated for the anti treatment group. A similar 
trend vras observed in the mean scores for the pro treatment group 
based on cases where change was possible. Caution in inte~preting 
these results is needed, since order of presentation was not con-
trolled. 
Prediction 2.· If subjects are classified into high, medi um, and low 
prejudice groups on the basis of their responses to an anti-Semitism 
questionnaire, opinion' change -vrill be greater in the high prejudice 
group than in the lmv prejudice group. 
Results: Degree of conformity among the subjects '\vas not rel ated 
to level of prejudice. It was suggested that the experimental 
treatments did not produce a large enough impact to observe differ-
ences in effects among sub-groups. A trend for the high prejudice 
group to express more agreement with the pro treatment than the 
medi~un prejudice group does was observed. 
CHAPI'ER VI 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
It will be recalled that Changes in opinions about a minority group con-
stituted the practical interest of the present study. .A~though inter-
personal communication has been considered one of the most influential 
methods of changing opinions about minority groups, the research of Cit-
ron, -Chein, and Harding {13) indicates that face-to-face propaganda is 
influential only under certain conditions and with certain manners of 
delivering the propaganda. It was felt that additional information con-
cerning the effect of interpersonal communications on changes in atti-
tudes toward minority groups vTould be of interest to persons concerned 
with social change. 
Research findings on attitudes toward minority groups indicate that they 
are highly dependent upon "social reality11 , and may be particularly mod -
ifiable by social influences. That is, individuals are highly dependent 
on the agreement of other persons with t heir own opinions about minority 
groups, and may be expected to change those opifl..ions if they receive 
communications from other persons indicating a. lack of suCh agreement. 
Theory regarding the requisite characteristics of these influential sour-
ces of communication stresses the relationship between recipient and the 
communications' source. The source may be viewed as a mediator of 11 soc-
ial reality11 , by virtue of his perceived expertness, prestige, trust-
worthiness, or representativeness of majority or public opinion . Or the 
source may possess properties that instigate strong motives for agreement 
on the part of the recipient. The source may be attractive to the re-
cipient, or the means of need-satisfaction. 
A third possibility is suggested by the laboratory experiments of Sherif 
(35) and Asch (7), and by the action-oriented research of Citron and 
-
his associates (13), on the influence of an "answerer" upon an audience 
to a "minority group incident". These studies suggest that under cer-
tain conditions changes in judgments or opinions may result from the 
process of communication among members of a collection of individuals 
forming a temporary group. 
Two assumptions were offered to account for this influence. First, the 
effect of receiving communications from other persons in the group may 
be purely cognitive. ~~ether or not a person tends to change his opin-
ion may depend on the heterogeneity of opinions to which he is exposed. 
If he finds that other group members share his opinion, there i'lill be no 
occasion to change, although he may express that opinion more confident-
ly or more overtly. If other persons differ from him, he may reexamine 
his own position and change it. 
The second assumption is that additional pressures to conformity are ex-
erted in the process: of communicating with other individuals. Communi-
eating with others not only serves to inform each group member of what 
the others think, but also sets up new conformity pressures in addition 
to those that may already be present. A phenomenological description 
of the operation of these pressures -- resulting from the need to com-
municate one's position to a group --has been offered by Gordon: 
••• an individual's awareness of the discrepancy be-
tween his private opinion and his conception of the 
oplnlons of a given group of people was not as acute 
at any tune before actually making a statement on a 
controversial subjects as it became when the physic-
al act of speaking occurred. Some individual report-
ed a growing awareness during the utterance of their 
statements, which caused them to alter the wording 
in order to soften the impact on the group. Other 
individuals testified that although they would change 
the wording of a statement which they had strongly 
endorsed before, they did not sense an acute reaction 
until after the statement was finished. (19, p.l66) 
Similar conformity pressures probably result from receiving communica-
tions from others under conditions where the individual must respond o-
vertly. 
If these related assumptions are correct, individuals should change 
their opinions in the direction of increased conformity with the posi-
tions communicated to them by members of an aggregate or temporary group. 
Furthermore, individuals should change, reducing the discrepancy between 
their own positions and that of the group, after each additional communi-
cation they receive about the group position. In addition, we would ex-
pect that individuals with stronger needs to conform would be more sus-
ceptible to these pressures than individuals with less need to conform. 
A review of the literature on personality characteristics associated 
with high and low prejudice suggested that highs are characterized by 
much stronger conformity needs than lm•s. 
A series of hypotheses were derived from this reasoning, and predictions 
were made concerning: (l) the influence on conformity pressures from 
members of an aggregate upon opinions about a minority· group; and (2) 
conditions under which the greatest conformity pressures would be exert-
ed. To test the hypotheses, an experimental situation was contrived in 
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which aggregates, or temporary groups of five persons, 1vere asked to dis-
cuss a minority group by writing notes to each other on issues related 
to anti-Semitism. Each subject received a series of fictitious communi-
cations, ostensibly from other members of the group, that were uniformly 
either anti or pro Semitic with respect to the issues discussed. Follo-vr-
ing the receipt of eaCh set of communications, cumulatively informing 
him of the positions of one, two, three, and all four other group mem-
bers, the subject wrote his own opinion and expressed his position on 
the issue according to a numerical scale. The hypotheses of this study 
attempted to predict the resultant opinion changes. 
Hypothesis I. Individuals tend to modify their opinions about minor-
ities in the direction of the perceived position of other group members. 
Considerable support was offered for this hypotheses. Subjects tended 
to change their opinions in conformity with the position of group mem-
bers. Although a control group would be needed for complete confirma-
tion of these findings, the fact that the results were -- as predicted 
in opposite directions lends additional confidence to the predictions. A 
systematic shift in one direction, as a result of non-experimental fact-
ors intervening between pre-test and experiment, is likely; but it is 
not likely that the pro treatment group and the anti treatment group 
would shift in opposite directions. 
Observed opinion changes, with respect to the anti-Semitic items dis-
cussed, generalized to the object of the discussion -- Jews. Changes in 
favorable-unfavorable assertions about Jevrs during the course of the 
experiment were in the direction of conformity with the position of group 
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members. .A~though the actual amount of change \?as smal l, and not relia-
ble either for the pro or for the anti treatment group separately, there 
is some significance in the fact that changes in opinions about specific 
issues general ized to changes in affective orientation to the object of 
these opinions . 
The findings also shed some light on an issue raised by Lewis (26) and 
Asch. It was suggested that "prestige11 influences result in a change in 
the interpretation of the verbal stimuli, rather than in a change in re -
sponse. A similar interpretation may be made of the opinion change in 
this experiment, since the issues discussed were ambiguous. However, 
the discovery of a change in affective orientation toward Jews, derived 
from the content analysis of subjects' verbal responses, indicates that 
the observed changes are more likely to be response changes, rather than 
changes in interpretations of the ambiguous stimuli . 
The assumption was made that the opinion change following exposure to 
the posit i on of others resulted, in part, from conformity pressures ex-
erted on the individual in the process of communication. In the accept-
ance-rejection scores, an attempt was made to obtain a measure of these 
pressures by analyzing the content of subjects' verbal responses. As 
predicted, there was a change in orientation to the opinions communicat-
ed to a subject. The direction of change was toward increased accept-
ance of the group position and the pressure to change his own opinion. 
Relating these findings to other research on group pressures to conform-
ity, we find that pressure has been exerted by instructing groups to 
come to unanimous or 11 correct 11 decisions (17, p.42), by making the 
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group attractive or need-fulfill±~ (17, p.ll), or by informing the 
group of majority opinion (29; 31). In this experiment , with groups 
comprised of aggregates of relati vely equal status persons, it was pos -
tulated that pressures to conformity are derived from the process of 
communication itsel f. Further research might separate the infl uence of 
the information received about the positions of other group members from 
the influence of the communication process itself . 
Hypothesis II . Magnitude of change in opinions about minorities is 
related to the amount of information (number of persons and exposures) 
received about the position of other group ~mbers. 
According to this hypothesis, increasing pressures to conformity exerted 
on an individual are the result of two factors: (1) the increased clar-
ity of perception of the group position; and (2) the process of re-
ceiving repeatedly uniform communications from group members. Partial 
support for this hypothesis was indicated in Chapter V. The possibly 
confounding effects of the order of presentation and the inequality in 
stimulus item means makes it necessary to interpret these results with 
caution. On the other hand, it is worth noting that such small changes 
in an independent variable as an increase of one communication could in-
fluence the magnitude of change. The exact functional relationship be-
hreen opinion change and amount of information received about the group 
position cannot be specified from the results of this experiment. 
Asch's experiments (7), in which subjects were confronted by unanimous 
majorities, suggest that pressures for uniformity may be especially strong 
73 
if a member sees that the group is unanimously against him. Our results 
suggest that these pressures to conformity are built up during the com-
munication process as the group member perceives the increasing uniform-
ity of the group position. 
It should be noted here that in order to simulate a "real life" situa-
tion, the stimulus variable was composed of two interacting factors --
the number of persons and the number of exposures . In a recent experi-
ment, Goldberg (18) reported that subjects did not display greater con-
formity to the opinions of groups of four than to the opinions of groups 
of two, nor was conformity related to the number of repeated exposures 
to the group norm. In Goldberg's experiment, however, group opinion was 
"reported" to the subject by the experimenter, and was independent of 
the number of exposures . Thus repeated exposure to the group norm pro-
vided no additional information to the subject. It seems reasonable to 
suspect that the effect of exposure to others' opinions increases as a 
function of the additional information received and the increased inter-
personal communication, rather than as a function of sheer repetition of 
the original information. 
Hypothesi s III. Highly prejudiced persons are more likely than those 
l ow in prejudice to change i n the direction of the group position. 
Experimental results vrere negative for this hypothesis. No differences 
between attitude groups vrere found in the analyses of variance. Al-
though the impact of the treatment variables was too small to obtain a 
reliable measure of differences between sub - groups, inspection of the 
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mean scores revealed no trend for the high prejudice group to change 
more than the low prejudice group. This suggests that the hypothesized 
difference may be over-si mplified; the relationship between prejudice 
level and conformity may be curvilinear. At each end of the scale, per-
sons may hold their positions because of similar personality character-
istics. The authors of The Authoritarian Personality suggest that there 
is "a distinct type among low s corers in whom the liberal ideology be-
comes a cliche and who at the same time shows rigidity in his personal 
make-up. 11 (2, p.48l) As that study indicates, there may be little dif-
ference between high and low scorers on some personality variables, that 
••• what is accidental up to a certain degree is the 
particular brand of ideol ogical world formula that 
they [low scorers] chance to come into contact with. 
(2, p.722) 
In other words, both ends of the scale may contain conformists, who hol d 
different opinions as the l"esult of contacts each has had \·Tith different 
attitudes toivard Jews. 
A strong trend vas observed for the high prejudice group to express 
greater agreement "'vith the pro position than did the medium prejudice 
group. In fact, the distribution of scores for the high prejudice group 
was the same as that of the low prejudice group, "'Vith respect to agree -
ment with the pro position• At the same time, a trend was observed 
throughout the experiment for the pro treatment to have a greater abso -
lute effect than the anti treatment, suggesting that the pro treatment 
-vras more congruent with perceptions of 1vider group opinion. This sug -
gests that the high prejudice group may attempt to allay anxiety about 
non-conformity by minimizing their perceived deviation from the group 
position. 
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Discrepancies betvreen one 1 s own position and the group position may be 
minimized in two ways -- by shift i ng one 1 s mm opinion, or by perceiving 
the group position as near one 1 s own . Condi tions under >vhich conformity 
pressuxe results in differential use of these accomodating processes, as 
i•Tell as individual differences in their use, are suggesti ve problems for 
research. Gordon (19) fm.mCI. that subjects tended to underestimate the 
d i screpancy between their own opinion and that of group members. The 
findi~~s of oux study indicate that the high prejudiced group underesti-
mated this discrepancy more than the lmv prejudice group. Internal evi-
dence f rom the stuCI.y also indicated that the pro position vras perceived 
as representative of ivider group opinion in this educational setting. 
These findings suggest that lvhen social constraints are congruent with a 
particular group opinion, subjects will tend to perceive themselves as 
closer to the group position than they are objectively. 
Summary 
The following conclusions are indicated by the experimental _data: 
(1) Changes in opinion result from exposure to the positions of members 
of a temporary group. The opinion changes not 011~y are specific to the 
issues discussed, but also generalize to the affective orientation ex-
pressed tovrar d the object of the opinion. It was postulated that pres-
Slrres to conformity arise f rom the cognitive content of communications 
addressed to subjects and from the process of communi cation. These con-
formity pressures are reflected in increased acceptance of the opinions 
communicated to the subject . 
76 
(2) Some support was offered for the hy~thesis that mag1utude of opin-
ion change resulting from exposure to the position of members of a tem-
porary group, increases as the amount of irrformation to "Yrhich the subject 
is exposed increases. It was postulated that conformity pressures are 
btult up during the communication process as the group member is exposed 
to the increasing uniformity of the group position. 
(3) No support was found for the hypothesis that highly prejudiced per -
sons have greater conformity needs than lmr prejudice individuals. The 
hypotheses were reformulated with respect to the findings of the study. 
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APPENDIX: 
ANTI-SEMITISM MEASURE ADMINISTERED TO SUBJECTS 
Public Opinion Questionnaire 
Thi~ is an investigation of general public opinion concerning Jewish 
people. The following are statements with which some people agree and 
others disagree. Please mark each one in the left .argin, according to 
the amount of your agreement or disagreement, by using the following 
scale: 
+1 • slight support, agreement 
+2 • moderate support, agreement 
+3 • strong support, agreement 
•l • slight opposition, disagreement 
•2 ~ moderate opposition, disagreement 
•3 • strong opposition, disagreement 
1. 
_4. 
_r;. 
6. 
In order to maintain a nice residential neighborhood it is 
best to prevent Jews from living in it. 
A major fault of the Jews is their conceit, overbearing pride, 
and their idea that they are a chosen race. 
One trouble with Jewish bu.sinesmnen is that they stick to-
gether and conniYe, so that a Gentile doesn~t have a fair 
chance in competition. 
No matter how Americanized a Jew may seem to be, there is 
always something basically Jewish underneath. 
Jewish power and control in money matters is far out of pro-
portion to the number of Jews in the total population. 
There are teo many Jews in the various federal agencies and 
bureaus in Washington, and they have too much control over 
our national policies. 
There may be a few exceptions, but in general Jews are pretty 
JnUCh alike. 
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a. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
-
_14. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
It is best that Jews should have their own fraternities and 
sororities, since they have their own particular interests 
and activities which they can best engage in together, just 
as Christians get along best in all-Christian fraternities. 
The Jewish problem is so general and deep that one often 
doubts that democratic methods can ever solve it. 
One thing that has hindered the Jews from establishing their 
own nation is the fact that they really have no culture of 
their own; instead, they tend to copy the things that are 
important to the native citizens of whatever country they 
are in. 
It is sometimes all right to ban Jews from certain apartment 
houses. 
One big trouble with Jews is that they are contented, but 
always try for the best jobs and the most money. 
Anyone who employs many people should be careful not to hire 
a large percentage of Jews. 
The Jews should make sincere efforts to rid themselves of 
their conspicuous and irritating faults, if they really want 
to stop being persecuted. 
It would · hurt the business of a large concern if it had too 
many Jewish employees. 
There is something different and strange about Jews; one 
never lmows what they are thinking or planning, .nor what 
makes them tick. 
Jews may have moral standards that they apply in their deal-
ings with each other, but with Christians they are unscru~ 
ulous, ruthless, and undependable. 
The Jewts first loyalty is to Jewry rather than to his 
country. 
I can hardly imagine myselt marrying a Jew. 
Jews seem to have an aversion to plain hard work; they tend 
to be a parasitic element in society by finding easy, non-
productive jobs. 
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21. 
22. 
23. 
One general fault of Jews is their overaggressiveness, a 
strong tendency always to display their Jewish looks, manners, 
and breeding. 
There seems to be some revolutionary streak in the Jewish 
make-up as shown by the fact that there are so many Jewish 
Communists and agitators. 
The Jewish districts in most cities are results of the 
clannishness and stick-togetherness of Jews. 
Jewish leaders should encourage Jews to be more inconspicuous, 
to keep out of professions and activities already overcrowded 
with Jews, and to keep out of the public notice. 
It would be to the best interests of all if the Jews would 
form their own nation and keep more to themselves. 
8o 
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ABSTRACT 
This study is concerned both "\vith the ini'luence of exposure to group o-
pinion on the expression of opinions about a m~inority group, and with 
differences in the effect of exposuxe to group opinion on individuals 
v7ho vary in level of ethnic prejudice. 
JUthough face-to-face communication has been considered one of the most 
influential methods of Changing opinions about minority groups, research 
inCl.icates that inter-personal communication is successful only under cer-
t ain conditions. Some factors that influence the extent to whiCh a per-
son accepts and conforms to the group opinion communicated to him are: 
the characteristics of the group, the amount of information communicated, 
the nature of the r esponse elj_cited fr'om him, and his ovm personality 
tendencies. 
Theory concerning requisite characteristics of influential groups stress-
es the relationship between the group and the recipient of communications 
from that group. The group may be view·ed as a mediator of 11 social real -
ity 11 by virtue of its perceived expertness, prestige, trustworthiness, or 
r epresentativeness of majority or publ ic opinion. Or the group may pos-
sess properties that instigate strong motives for agreement on the part 
of a member: it may be attractive to the recipient, or a means of need 
satisfaction. 
A thir d possibility suggested by research in this area is that, under 
certain conditions, changes in opinion may result from the process of 
communication among a collection of unrelated indi vidue~s forming a 
temporary group. It is h;ypothesized that the transmission of information 
arui/or the process of communication sets up pressures toward conformity 
that are independent of previously studied group characteristics or 
properties. 
Under what conditions will these conformity pressures result in opinion 
change? The type of response that is presL:.m.ably more susceptible to 
modification by group influences has been described as highly dependent 
u];X)n 11social reality11 • Support for such attitudes is maintained by the 
ag~eement of other persons. Research on characteristics of attitudes 
toward minority groups suggests that they are highly dependent upon this 
kind of social support. 
The magnitude of induced opinion change is related to the differential 
conformity pressures brought to bear on an individual. One source of 
these pressures is the amount of information about the group position 
to which the individual is exposed. 11..Amount of informa.tion11 is defined 
as a combination of the number of group members holding an opinion and 
the number of times the individual is exposed to that opinion. The in-
dividual should change, reducing the discrepancy betveen his OW'"n opinion 
and that of the group, after each additional communication he receives 
about the group position. As the number of persons whose opinions are 
known increases, and if those opinions are uniform, increased conformity 
may be expected. 
Conformity pressures may also stem from internal sources, as a result of 
personality factors that contribute to a differential weighting of opin-
ions received from others. Strongly prejudiced persons have been 
described as possessed of highly-compelling conformity needs, whereas 
less prejudiced persons have been Characterized as demonstrating great-
er tolerance for conflict betvTeen their mm position and that of others. 
The following hypotheses and predictions vTere derived from this reason-
ing: 
Hypothesis I: 
Prediction 1. 
Individuals tend to modify their opinions about minor-
ities in the direction of the perceived position of 
other group members . 
If subjects' agree-disagree scores on anti-semitism 
items are obtained first under relatively private conditions, and then 
under conditions where they perceive the pro or anti-8emitic positions 
of other group members, their scores will change in the direction of in-
creased conformity to the perceived group position. 
P!'ediction 2. If subjects' verbal responses to anti-semitism items 
are classified on a favorable-unfavorable scale, their favorable-unfav-
orable assertions scores will Change in relation to exposure to the 
group position. 
Prediction 3. If subjects' verbal responses to opinions communicated 
to them are classified on an acceptance -rejection scale, their accept-
ance-rejection scores will change in the direction of increased accept-
ance of the perceived group position. 
Hy;pothesis II: Magnitude of change in opinions about minorities is 
related to the amount of information (number of 
Prediction 4. 
persons and exposures) received about the position 
of other group members. 
If subjects' agree-disagree scores on anti-Semitism 
items are obtained first under relatively private conditions, and then 
under conditions of exposure to increasing amounts of information about 
the position of group members, the magnitude of change in their scores 
'\vill be directly related to increases in the amount of information re-
ceived. 
H;ypothe sis ill• Highly prejudiced persons are more likely than those 
low in prejudice to change in the direction of the 
group position. 
Prediction 5· If subjects are classified into high, medium, and low 
prejudice groups on the basis of their responses to an anti-semitism 
questionnaire, opinion change will be greater in the high prejudice 
group than in the lmv- prejudice group. 
To test these predictions, 84 subjects were recruited from junion and 
senior classes in the Division of Public Relations, Boston University. 
ft~l subjects were male, either Catholic or Protestant, ranging in age 
from 18 to 24 years. To measure their prejudice levels, and to obtain 
initial measures on the five experimental items related to prejudice, a 
30-item anti-Semitism questionnaire w·as administered to all classes 
from which subjects were recruited. 
Five volunteer subjects were assigned to each experimental hot~, on the 
basis of' the time each had previously indicated he 't·rould be available; 
students 1-rho were more than acquaintances were not scheduled together. 
Subjects were informed that they would participate in an experiment on 
"group discussionH, to be carried on by note-'Wl·iting. The topic of' the 
discussion was "a minority group", and consisted of' the f'ive items pre-
viously included in the anti-Semitism questionnaire. 
The experimental treatments were induced by substituting a set of' ficti-
tious notes, uniformly pro or anti-Semitic, f'or notes actually written 
by the subjects. The subject responded to each stimulus item by writing 
a brief' comment on it and by recording his agreement or disagreement 
with it according to a numerical scale. 
The amount of' information a subject received about the fictitious group 
position increased as he responded to each item. He received no infor-
mation before responding to t he f'irst item. Then, with the second item, 
the subject received one note, presumably f'rom another group member. 
TI1us a subject receiving the pro-Semitic treatment learned that one oth-
er member of' his group disagreed with that anti-semitic statement and 
expressed himself' favorably toward Jews with respect to the item; the 
opposite was true f'or subjects receiving the anti-semitic treatment. 
This procedure continued, with the subject receiving an increasing nQm-
ber of' notes as he responded to each subsequent item, until he was in-
formed of' all other members' opinions about the last item. 
Three criterion measures vrer e used. The change in agree-disagree scores 
f'rom initial to exper imental conditions constituted the opinion-change 
measure. Two content analyses of' the subjects' notes were performed. 
A favorable-unfavorable assertions measure gave each subject a score re-
flecting his expressed opinion about Jews at each phase of the experi-
mental procedtrre . An acceptance-rejection measure gave each subject a 
score, at each pnase, reflecting his acceptance of the communications 
and the pressure to change his opinion, or his rejection of the communi-
cations and his attempts to exert pressure on others to change their o-
pinions. 
The following results were obtained: 
Hypothesis I. Predictions stemming from this first hypothesis were 
supported . It was observed that changes in opinion followed exposure to 
the position of members of a temporary group. These opinion changes not 
only \·rere specific to the issues discussed, but also generalized to the 
affective orientation expressed toward the object of the opinions . This 
1-ras indicated by the favorable-unfavorable assertions scores, 1-rhich 
changed in the direction of the group position. It was postulated that 
conformity pressures arise both from the cognitive content of communica-
tions the subjects receive and from the communication process itself. As 
the changes in acceptance-rejection scores demonstrate, these conformity 
pressures were reflected in the increased acceptance of opinions commu-
nicated to the subjects. 
Hypothesis II. There vras a substantial trend for magnitude of opinion 
change to increase as the number of uniform communications received from 
group members increased. However, this result held only for subjects 
exposed to the anti-Semitic treatment. For those receiving the pro-
Semitic treatment, magnitude of change was severely limited by a "ceiling" 
effect. 
H;zpothe sis ill_. No differences in the amounts of opinion change ex-
h i bited by subjects in the high, medium, and low prejudice groups were 
indicated. Hm·Tever, subjects in the high prejudice group showed a 
str ong tendency to perceive themselves as closer to the group position 
than did subjects in the other tw·o groups. This suggests that highly 
prejudiced . individuals may attempt to allay anxiety about non-coni~o.rmity 
by minimizing their perceived deviation from the group position. 
These findings indicate that the process of communication between mem-
bers of an equal-status tem];X)rary group leads to conformity pressures 
and to subsequent changes in the expression of opinions about a minority 
group. These conformity pressures increase during the communication 
process, as a group member receives and responds to successive communi-
cations indicating the increasing uniformity of the group position. Re-
sult s concerning amount of change as a function of prejudice level sug-
gest that highly prejudiced persons defend themselves against discrepant 
opinions by minimizing the amount of perceived discrepancy. 
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